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This is an important time to discuss the subject ajioels freedom
in the world: it was in the context of religion thhae western world
(previously largely remote from terrorism, if we exclutlese
islands) absorbed the horror of the attacks of 11 Septemkhe
United States. In the UN Office of the High Commissiofor
Human Rights we were correct at an early point tol kieeattacks
as crimes against humanity in international law. titit I1slam
espoused and executed those attacks and undoubtedly the mgxus lo
evidenced in history of different religions being linkedvtolence
and conflict was reinforced worldwide. The 11 Septembdacks
were carried out in the name of God and in the aftdriha not the
most propitious time to envisage greater religious freeldoleed
under the banner of counter-terrorism we have seaclkdash
against various religions, including Islam, in many caastr

In the lifetime of most of us in the room, howeuere has been
one major process of unalloyed achievement at globell land that
is the formal agreement on international human rightgiples,
standards and laws. We can date the radical idea thiatihen
rights of all should be internationally recognised ® ¢hd of the
Second World War. This work was inspired by the Unitetidda,
and a significant factor leading to the encouragemenpeordotion
of respect for human rights in the 1945 Charter was pregsume
specifically religious organisations.

There are two key points to note here. The Chartenatighrovide
for an active protection mechanism. This was redibjestates
fearina that it miaht interfere with their oracticegich at the time



were generally very far from respecting the human rights
individuals and groups. It was only later, through the pressur
events, that the legitimacy of a protection role established. The
second point is that, nevertheless, the language &ftiager added
the language of equality and non-discrimination, spedyfioal
grounds of race, language, sex and religion, to the huiglats ri
objectives of the new United Nations organisation.

It was never anticipated by the founding fathers, remtlby the
powerful states such as the UK, the USA and certaielyASSR,
that this human rights language would mean anything iy.eBut
they were wrong. The motor which kicked everything lfiéowas
the issue of racial discrimination, in the contextref radical idea of
human equality in the Charter. The emergence of thetAgidr
regime proved the focal point for sustained pressure orhSout
Africa, and this led to opposition to all forms of saniand ethnic
discrimination, led by the newly decolonised statethefSouth
which took their seats in the UN from the 1960s. A furtbeus
slowly emerged in struggle for women's equality. In baites
generations have worked to advance the achievemequaf e
treatment. There is a range of strong internatiomaventions and
active civil societies everywhere working to advariese causes.
There have been world conferences, most recenBgijmg and
Durban.

What, then, about the third area in which discrimorats
prohibited: that of religion and belief? Here there lbesn an
altogether less dramatic process of change. Thereckasno
special Convention agreed to outlaw religious discrinomatl here
has been no UN World Conference. Why? It is harddabse fifty
years ago there were no problems with denial of reiggfoeedom
in the world, or that there are none today. On thereoy, the scale
of discrimination and persecution on grounds of religiobedief
was and remains a serious scandal and shame notamamggion
but in all regions. So why no outcry?

We might discuss that later. But | see the basic prohkethe
following. Although there is still racism and discrintioa against
women in the world, the notion that people of differattes and
sexes are equal has rapidly gained a global consensus which
repudiates discriminatory thinking throughout the world. Heave
the same cannot be said for religion. The secondhdie
twentieth century saw the world riven by fundamentasuias over
belief, and the subject was complex and sensitive.

What has been different about religion and beliefas tio strong
common morality or collective view emerged at intéoral level
which would ensure that secular statesmen or diplometiséal
their attention on denial of equality over religionbetief. After all,
it was auite a challenae to exoect Stalin's reaime. iwiigs



resolutely atheist, to promote the cause of freedoraligfon at the
international level; and the expectation that the tvilad especially
the USA would espouse freedom for atheists, and in pantitard
communists, was also implausible. And to these congidesa
should be added the sensitivities of colonial histoith questions
arising about enforcing common standards of freedomoaigiht,
conscience and religion in Christian and Muslim cousitaiée.
There is a weak consensus worldwide on a number of &agds
such as the right to change one's religion or the te@ghhgage in
missionary activity (pejoratively called proselytising)

Against this background, then, we must accept that theoidea
common universal standard of freedom of thought, consgjen
religion or belief universally accepted and enjoyedtesé for the
twenty-first century.

At the theoretical level, what has been achievéu fsct
considerable. Despite the international paralysis duhed-old

War period remarkable progress was made in defining hunaan an
religious rights. There are now at global level foravad universal
standards for all rights, including freedom of religione Tinoblem
is, however, that religious freedom does not generadlygirin
practical terms in the world today. The annual repdrte@UN's
Special Rapporteur on Freedom of Religion or Belief ariogsr
this out. By coincidence, yesterday the 2002 Internati@alidious
Freedom Report, prepared by the US State Departmentl€i88e
under the International Religious Freedom Act, was pudaish
must admit that | would have preferred it if the USA heigt to
put the resources it has used on the three major gieoaits to dat
into a multilateral effort through the United Nationaahinery to
encourage freedom of religion and monitor and protest stgain
religious intolerance - machinery that is patheticaityded.

Nevertheless the Report is a valuable source of irdfbom and
analysis of the nature and scale of the violatiorfsegdom of
religion in the world. The story it tells is much tk@me as the story
told in the reports of many religious NGOs and in theuahreports
of the UN Special Rapporteur on Freedom of Religion dieBéut
since it is the most recently published report its rhamdlines are
worth noting

The Report puts the countries where religious freedosstsicted
into 5 categories.

1. Countries with totalitarian or authoritarian regimdeere the
control of all freedoms includes oppression of dissedtadn
religion: China, Myanmar (Burma), Cuba, Laos, North
Korea and Vietham.

2. Countries where there is state hostility to miyasr non-
aoproved reliaions: these include Iran. Iraa. Pakistan. ¢



Arabia, Sudan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan.

3. Countries where there is state neglect of estalliphtterns
of discrimination or persecution of minority faiths:
Bangladesh, Belarus, Egypt, Georgia, Guatemala, India,
Indonesia.

4. Countries with discriminatory legislation or policies
disadvantaging certain religions: Brunei, Jordan, Malaysia
Israel, Russia, Turkey.

5. Countries where the state stigmatises certainaegoy
wrongfully associating them with dangerous 'cults' otssec
France, Germany and Belgium are cited, especially in
respect of Scientology.

In terms of significant improvement, the one coundsntified is
Afghanistan, since the fall of the Taliban.

What is to be done?

The first task is to combat ignorance. The startingiplaas to be
education, aimed at spreading an understanding of the sheer
diversity of fundamental beliefs in the world and thegpgle that
all such beliefs are entitled to respect.

We know that a root cause of both communal and stasegqeion
of and prejudice against religions which differ from thegamty is
ignorance. The more intense or committed people ateetoown
beliefs, the greater their ignorance tends to beeofaiths of others
- and these others are not necessarily far awayrbutften
minorities in their midst. And of course minoritiesavare victims
of intolerance are all too often ignorant and intaferof the
majority beliefs.

An interesting event last year in this regard wasrdecence in
Madrid on religion and education, which at least opened the
guestion of the content of what is taught in schoatsiaikeligion. It
agreed on the need in principle for pluralistic approaahesligious
education, but this was only the first step in intaomeat discussion
of this sensitive issue.

There is need for ever more effort at interfaith swelrcultural
dialogue. We have had the UN effort, initiated by li@mDialogue
among Civilisations, and there have been many in#istsuch as
the World Parliament of Religions and the great work ua#en by
Hans Kung at Tubingen on a Global Ethic. The work musnsify
and it must be based on the right of all to equal humauitylign
including respect for their beliefs. Religious divershypugld be not
only recognised but celebrated.

The work must intensify because in an era of irrellersi
alobalisation we live in a world without walls. in - words of the



UN Secretary General, in which it is no longer pdedib imagine
that people of diverse cultures and beliefs can live hagpart in
closed societies in ignorance of each other. Bliggfdrance is no
longer an option. This, | suggest, is one truth to hawechome to
us after 11 September. Another is the fact that gla@lis is not
yet a process from which the majority of the worlddfes. This
was also the message of the Secretary Generalrnedaat speech
on globalisation which | recommend to your attention.

Of course the promotion of dialogue cannot hope to leetefé if it

is disconnected from the process of building democratieses on
the basis of respect for all human rights and whereuleeof law is

a central value. In this context we come up againghan@roblem:
that of religious absolutism.

Claims to the superiority of one set of beliefs co#rer sets of
beliefs, or over all other beliefs, has led in higtim countless wars
and continues to be the source of much religious coaflidt
intolerance. The notion of equality of esteem iseaxy to advance
where religious organisations consider that the othelisfs are
inferior or even evil.

A real challenge now for all churches is to find aylaage which,
without diminishing the integrity of their own beliefgcognises the
entitlement of all other beliefs to equal moral dignitpw should
the norms | discussed earlier of non-discriminationemehlity
function in the case of religions? It is the case ititarnational and
national law explicitly condemns all racist doctriaé theories of
racial or ethnic superiority and inferiority, as stially false and
morally condemnable. But is the same thing possibiespect of
religious belief systems? | do not have the answerjtas here that
the most serious work needs to be done.

Current Religious Freedom Issues in Formerly
Communist Countries
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Three Baptists are fined 200,000 roubles each for 'singiggpred
songs' in the open air. Police break up a Hindu meditagogmony
in a public park. Troops in camouflage uniforms surroundage
block off the roads and bulldoze the church. ScenestierSoviet
Union in communist times. ith its ideoloav of militant atheisn



No, scenes from the former Soviet republic of Belamuibe
summer of this year, 2002. Some things haven't changbd petrt
of the world we have been studying since communist times

| shall be concentrating on the former Soviet Urdasran area where
| believe current developments are posing some new grattiamt
guestions, specifically in two fields of old debate: tiresion
between individual and communal rights; and the question of
whether human rights are universal or culturally detexchin

Whose Rights?

There are basically two types of religious rightshg tight of an
individual to confess a faith freely; and ii) the rigiita religion to
function as a community living in accordance with kednternal
rules. Declarations on human rights have always defelnakid
types Take for example Article 18 of the Universal Dextlan of
Human Rights (1948): 'Everyone has the right to freedom of
thought, conscience and religion; this right includestioee to
change his religion or belief, and freedom, eitherealonin
community with others and in public and private, to nemtihis
religion or belief in teaching, practice, worship osetvance.'
There is always potential tension between the twadver.

A personal religious faith does not necessarily impingéhe public
space; the activities of a religious community, by castt normally
do so impinge. One might suspect that the latter would g0
more violent response than the former from thosrasted in
curtailing religious freedom. In communist times this wadainly
so. If you wanted to avoid trouble you kept your religiouts f
yourself, as a private matter. In postcommunist tiraes,
superficial glance things look very different. Officialitant
atheism is no more. However, although the playersheajifferent
the problems remain similar. The biggest problemstdre s
connected with manifesting one's faith in public. Thiereasing
tendency in many postcommunist countries is that yourzanifest
your faith freely, but only if you belong to one ofraadl number of
state-approved confessions.

The State and Religion

One thing should be clear. It is not the businesse§tate to
promote or protect particular religions or to suppress megate
others, or indeed to interfere in the internal asfaif religious
organisations. The role of the state is to ensure huights for all
and to ensure the continuing existence of a neutral pagadice in
which different religious communities can coexist ankeimto
dialogue or dispute with one another.



The last decade has however seen something of a resei@festate
interest in controlling religion. This is most obvianghe
postcommunist world. Just last week a new law on religias
passed in Belarus. If it is signed by the president, wdeeims
inevitable, it will be the most repressive in Europeregistered
religious activity will be illegal, all religious litetare will be

subject to censorship, foreign citizens will be barinech leading
religious organisations, and religious meetings in prikiataes will

be severely restricted. (Note: the law was signedrbgident
Lukashenka on 31 October 2002 and came into force ten day3 lat

Reassertion of state control over religion is howevemarked
tendency in many Western countries too. In May 2001 aMas/
passed in France empowering the authorities to bag@usl
group when two or more of its representatives are fourlty gdi
offences including fraud, the illegal practice of medicmesleading
advertising or sexual abuse. The meaning of these temos
closely defined. The most fundamental problem with élei$ that
an entire group of citizens (in this case all the nebf that
particular religion) is thus penalised for the actionmdividuals.

Religion versus Religion

Turning once again to the postcommunist Soviet Unionjndethat
a growing tendency is for religions which regard theneseas
‘traditional' to resist and try to thwart the acistof religious
groups which they regard as harmful and aggressive newcomers
the scene. The buzzword is 'proselytism'.

'Proselytism’ is a pejorative term for what in gehisruman rights
terms is a perfectly permissible religious activityelgeg to gain
converts. This is permissible in that it is seebéa natural
consequence of the combination of two rights said ticlarl8 of

the Universal Declaration of Human Rights to belongeligious
believers: the freedom to manifest one's religiopuhlic and the
freedom to change one's religion. Human rights casenlaiaply

the outcome of the so-called Kokkinakis case in Greduelvecame
before the European Court of Human Rights in 1993, upholds the
rights of believers to engage in missionary activity.

The Moscow Patriarchate has helped to persuade the Russia
government to introduce legislation which is more retste of
religious liberty. A worrying development is that albtoften the
representatives of so-called ‘'traditional’ religioiighahemselves
with the secular authorities, seeking their help instingoression of
minorities. It is symptomatic of the present alignmitatt President
Lukashenka of Belarus calls himself 'a Russian Orthotiteist'.
How

does the Moscow Pzarchate believe that the 'nroblenr



proselytising’, as it sees it, is to be resolved? dMptlitan Kirill of
Smolensk, head of the Patriarchate's External Retafieepartment,
argues that a great deal of what calls itself 'Chnstigsion' today
is in fact 'spiritual colonialism’; and at a conferen world

mission organised by the World Council of Churches in 1996 h
proposed the following solution:

It lies in basing mission on the fundamental principle
of early Christian ecclesiology: the principle of the
local church. This stipulates that the church in a
given place shall be fully responsible for its people
before God. This principle can be applied not only to
the Russian situation, but to Christian mission in the
world in general, on the understanding that nobody
anywhere shall ignore a local church. To ignore a
local church means to break a whole into pieces, to
tear the seamless robe of Christ. Missionary efforts
from abroad should be made in each place as a
support and assistance to the local church or local
churches.

The metropolitan does not address a crucial question,vieowe
the case of Russia, is it only the Russian Orthodaxe@hwhich is
the local church 'responsible for its people before Gwdlo other
Christian denominations - the Baptists, Catholicait&ostals,
Adventists and others - share this responsibility fblo€ experience
of many congregations of these and other non-Orthodox
denominations in Russia during the 1990s would give them ample
grounds for believing that the answers to the two questoe 'yes'
and 'no’' respectively. The Moscow Patriarchate ragmected the
concept of ‘canonical territory', where one partictadigion is said
naturally to have prior claim on the souls of all wikie there.

Globalisation

Particularly since the nineteenth century in (postg@an Europe,
the Orthodox Churches have tended to become identifid wi
particular nation-states. However, we now live irage when the
nation-state is losing it position as the predominaittaf political
and economic power. The new enemy for any particular se
perceived community at the start of the twenty-fiesttary is no
longer another aggressive nation-state but a procdsd cal
'globalisation’. This concept is becoming just as muichglbear as
‘proselytism’ for the Russian Orthodox Church (as ind@echany
other churches and religious organisations in Easteropguand
other parts of the world), particularly since 11 Septergbéd as
the USA assumes a more active role on the world stage.
‘Globalisation' is seen to mean the undifferentiatiednph of
Americanism with its secularised mar-orientated ideoloa\



There is an irony here as far as pluralism is comekrihhe
'‘American’ system thinks of itself as nothing if patralistic, the
ideal environment for the individual to realise hisher rights; but
Eastern European churches see the USA following a ssngda
and neo-colonial agenda which will impose an unacceptable
uniformity, based on materialist consumerism.

Problems for Pluralism

Metropolitan Kirill talks about 'a local church' indaven place'.
How local is local? In other words, what sort of coamity does the
metropolitan have in mind?

In its current discourse the Russian Orthodox Churchséezive
approving of pluralism at the level of 'nations and othenan
communities':

Spiritual and cultural expansion aimed at the total
unification of humanity should be opposed by the
joint efforts of church, state, civil society, and
international organisations with a view to promoting a
truly equitable and mutually enriching exchange of
information and cultural values, combined with
efforts to protect the identity of nations and other
human communities.

Here an important question arises: what about pluralighredevel
of the individual? | shall return to this in a moment.

Are Human Rights Universal or Culturally
Determined?

But first let us look at another question raised by Matlitan
Kiril's concept: are human rights universal, or aeytbulturally
determined, and if so to what extent?

A few days after the destruction of the World Trade @erand in
the midst of talk about a new international war onoigsm,
Metropolitan Kirill spoke about what he saw as the détar
outcome of the current developments:

..a transition to the peaceful coexistence of various
value systems - religious, philosophical, cultural.
There are many such systems in the world, and
behind each stand tens or hundreds of millions, in
some cases more than a billion, people. It cannot be
permitted that only one of them should dominate and
be considered 'nan-human’. while the others - be it



Islam or be it consistent Christianity - are humiliated.
Each value system must have its proper degree of
influence upon the development of international law,
and be taken into account when decisions are taken
at the world level. If this happens, we shall knock the
ground from under the terrorists' feet. No longer will
they be able to appeal to public opinion by decrying
an unjust world order.

All this has an implication for the question of humayints.
Metropolitan Kirill is envisaging a world made up of 'coomities’,
each with its own 'value-system'. Here his thinkingnels in with
that of today's 'communitarians'. The nineteenthwrgrtope that
nation-states would provide the antidote to the atomisagaused
by industrialisation was not fulfiled, and today's 'counitarians'
(as opposed to 'liberals’) are tending to focus on an'aditural
communities of origin' as the environment in whicluea are to be
preserved.

What Happens to Individual Freedom of Conscience?

There are, however, in my view deep and serious prohigtinghe
concept that religious rights are intrinsically commuagher than
individual. It has been said that while for liberals ttoncept of
'difference’ stands for individual freedom, for commuratas the
concept 'difference’ involves the role of the groupniting the
individual freedom of its members.

One basic problem is that the essential elemeffrieefiom of
conscience' as a right precisely of individuals candsewured.

In this context, it should be noted that the Bishopsir@il of the
Russian Orthodox Church has recently voiced criticisthe

concept of ‘freedom of conscience' which is an esgent
presupposition for any coherent defence of individual celigi

rights. In August 2000 the Bishops' Council produced the document
Foundations for a Social Concept for the Russian Orthodox Church
(FSC) which states that

the appearance of the principle of freedom of
conscience testifies to the fact that in the modern
world religion is turning from a ‘common concern'
into a 'private affair' - this process is evidence of the
collapse of spiritual values, of the loss of all striving
towards salvation in society at large. Affirmation of
the legal principle of freedom of conscience is
evidence of society's loss of religious aims and
values. of mass anostasv and de facto indifference



to the activity of the Church and to victory over sin.

In a newspaper interview Metropolitan Kirill said thlaé working
group which drew up the social doctrine, and over which he
presided, had 'expressed doubt as to whether the principle of
freedom of conscience is rooted in the Orthodox tiaditiescended
from apostolic truth.’

It is clear to me that the concept of communal riglatses a
paradox. Let me continue to take the example specifically
religious communities.

A key feature of a 'religion’ is that it is to some d&gexclusive: its
members are expected to subscribe to a set of keatidfer moral
principles, and others are by definition excluded frongteeip of
those who do so. By contrast, 'human rights' are suppodes
intrinsically inclusive of all human beings by virtuktbeir
humanity, and irrespective of membership in any sgec@lp. My
conclusion is that it is essential to retain the usideding that
freedom of conscience is intrinsically an individughti And |
would argue that there is a need to promote not onlsigheof a
religion to live according to its own system of int&rrules and
values, but also the right of an individual, including atvidual
who is a member of that religion, to dissent from eamall of that
system.

Can we Overcome this Paradox?

Ecumenism It is here that the whole ecumenical endeavour slitsws
relevance to the question of human rights. First af plomotes
mutual respect and tolerance amongst groups which are by
definition different. The aim is not one church fdy lalit unity in
diversity. In the city of Perm in the Urals, Russianthodox Bishop
Afanasi works with the Catholics, calling the Catbqlriest 'the
second spiritual leader' in Perm; he also works with hgshnd
Lutherans. How have these good relations come ab@s#zt him
when | met him in December 2000. His answer was disgiynin
simple: 'We've got used to them'.

But | would go further.
Concern for the Internal Affairs of a Particular Faith

Does the process of human rights monitoring have a dutgricern
itself with what goes on inside a religious communityi tlear
that this is certainly not the role of the statet; perhaps other
bodies concerned with the fostering and growth of hurngtsr
need to encouraae relicious denominai to bromote an inne



pluralism.

A question is thus sharply posed for human rights advocates
worldwide: do their responsibilities stop at the bordea particular
confession, on the grounds that whatever internal itudgsplies are
its own business? It may be argued that in freely aghgas join a
given faith community an individual has exercised thedoan
voluntarily to limit his or her freedom of consciennghe name of
obedience. It is arguable, however, that following aypamme of
promoting human rights to its logical conclusion willahxe
encouraging religions to develop internal pluralism: atethe
accepted canons and doctrines of any religion starteascheresy
within another, and without the exercise of the hungint of
freedom of conscience any given religion is bound tsilfes.
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